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Mr. Joe Dolan 
KNEW, Oakland, Calif. 

Dear Joe, 

The representation of what L told you the ni^ht before my phoned broadcast 
on the aeries you did on the Garrison investigation is as unlike what I told you 
as your subsequent comment *33 unlike the Joe Dolan I have known and respected. If 
you were dismayed at what I told you, no lees am I, for I did not just "poojj: pooh". 
Not a single one of the things I told you did you give your audience. I think the 
net result is both unkind and unfair. 

I told you I did not go to ^ew Orleans to check up on Phelan and that I did 
not undertake an investigation of him. I did testify before the grand jury and I did 
look into other aspects of the case that were of interest to me. Some, because I am 
confident you are the kind of man I think you are, will ultimately interest you. I 
told you 1 had completed my own bock before going there. I gathered information for 
an eiiplogue I wrote after my return. I left here the evening of the 2tth snd I left 
there the afternoon of the second, l/hile I was there I tried to make the best 
possible use of the time. Your are entitled to think perhaps I did not, but until 
you see what use I did make, I believe you have no valid basi3 for judgement. 

With regard to the Saturday Evening Post, I told you I had hed experiences 
with them that lead me to believe they have a policy to be implimented and that in 
their treatment of me they hed not been honest. They did not keep fcheir word, based 
upon ifcich * performed services for them. I have not nnd do not intend to publish 
this. Perhaps some time in the future you may be interested in the story. 

jftbout Phelan I told you that I had certain touchstones to the integrity of 
his writing and that I was suspicious of it. He is tbe SEP expert on crime in New 
Orleans. Ho wrote "The Vice Man C 0 mehh" for them in 1963 (Want a copvj? He did 
refer to David Ferrie in the recent article. The things he hed to kno^r /to have comp- 
etently done both pieces that were left our are important and leaving them out 
prejudices ths reader against Garrison and for Ferrie. Fen ie was the investigator 
for Carlos Marcello (Mafia) snd was in et tendance on the court in which Marcello^ 
then-latest immigration case was being tried, in conversation with FBI agents^ at the 
moment of the assassination. Marcello’s lawyer was Ferrie’ s lawyer. Marcello’s 
earlier lawyer was D aan Andrews. 'There is much mere you f ll see when I send CIA 
WITJM3H you, assuming the interferences I f va already experienced do not pre- 
vent its publication. Ferria was o degenerate. Independent of Phelan and Sciambra, I 
have reason to believe thst Rusno did report on the party at their first meeting. I 
do not guarantee it, but I do believe it. Now, to say that because I hove reason to 
question Phelan's single-minded devotion to the untainted and total truth and reason 
to believe that Russo did, in fact, report the party at his first conference with 
Sclemora is not to say merely that I "pooh pooked” Bhblan'a article. Whether or not 
you credit rny reason^ they are more tban just diomi suing what Phelan wrote. 

Vhat he aid you Blazed upon is but part of the Garrison investigation, That, 
in turn, is bat port of the entire picture. I think judgements should be based upon 
more than a nibble of a thin slice. More so is this true of the Newsweek piece, which 
eliminates everything about Besuboeuf that was publicly and readily available and to 
which tho Newsweek readers ware entitled. Dothjjw^^icles were biased and dixshonest. 
Again, I a sk you to wait until you see my own and entirely independent book. 
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has sought to ovoid trying his case in thn *?? ® v ®ilatlo to the press. H e 
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. . .. Thare ore thln S<? I specify in the new book, about the FBI. about the cts 

r bout the secret Service, and ebout the Involvement of the various characters with 
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And I think you hove bean grossly unfair to me, particularly because vour 
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Sincerely, 

Harold '%isberg 



